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1001 | Street Sacramento, CA 95814

Sent via e-mail and U.S. Mail
Dear Ms. McCann':

Subject:  Comments on the Dfaft Functional Equivalent Document for the
Proposed Total Residuai Chlorine and Chlorine-Produced
Oxidants Policy of California (Poligy)

The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) appreciates the
opportunity to review the proposed Policy and provides the enclosed
comments for your consideration (Enclosure). |

LADWP incorporates by reference previous comments submitted to the State
Water Resources Control Board on September 29, 2005.

As discussed in greater detail in the Enclosure, LADWP has conducted an
extensive effort to demonstrate that our power plant discharges are not toxic,
and yet compliance with the Policy would require the installation of
dechlorination systems with expenditures of $1.8 million capital and $111,000
for operations and maintenance. The proposed Policy clearly places an
inordinate share of the economic burden to comply with exceedances of Total
Residual Chiorine (TRC) and Chlorine-Produced Oxidants (CPO) criteria on
the power industry via installation of dechlorination, and aiso places an
unnecessary burden on municipal drinking water system maintenance.
LADWP believes there are numerous other chlorinated discharges that exist,

and a statewide policy with a single limit that can be applied across the board

for all these discharge types is scientifically flawed and unnecessarily
stringent. The state may believe this Policy is practical from an
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implementation standpoint, but it is not an equitable solution, nor is it
" necessary for the protection of aquatic life.

An alternative policy for intermittent chlorine discharges that considers the
transient, short-term effects of chiorine is needed. Alternative approaches to
sampling and monitoring intermittent discharges are also necessary. Lastly,
the continued use of Best Management Practices (BMPs) for drinking water
discharges associated with system operations and maintenance should be

" adopted. : ’ '

If you have any questions or require additional information, please contact
Clayton Yoshida at (213) 367-4651.

Sincerely,

Susan M. Damron
Manager of Wastewater Quality Compliance

c: Clayton Yoshida w/enclosures




Enclosure

Comments on Total Residual Chlorine and Chlorine-Produced Oxidants Policy of
California

The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) has serious concemns about the
proposed Chlorine Pelicy (Policy). We believe the Policy attempts to supersede long
established existing site-specific decisions made by the regulatory agencies (items 1 and 2
below) and creates significant monitoring issues for intermittent and temporary discharges
(item 3) with intermittent discharge times that should not be additive (item 4). The Policyis
not justified by the California state laws cited in the staff‘s “Substitute Environmental
Document” (SED, April 2006), and will not achieve its asserted purpose of producing
“consistency” in the regulation of chlorine by the different Regional Water Quality Control

- Boards (items 5 and 6).

1. Preserve Existing Variances

The Policy attempts to supersede existing site-specific decisions made by the Los Angeles
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), the State Water Quality Control Board
(SWRCB), and USEPA. LADWP’s power plants have satisfied the requirement for
modifications of “best available technology” (BAT) effluent limitations under §301(g) of the
federal Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. §1311 (g), and in so doing, have demonstrated that the
modified effluent limits (essentially site-specific water quality based effluent limits) are both
protective of beneficial uses and serve the public interest. Modifications under §301(g)
require a showing that, among other things, the modified requirements will comply with
water quality-based permit limits more stringent than best practicable control technology.

" The demonstration must also show that the modified requirements will not interfere with the
attainment or maintenance of water quality that will assure protection of public water
supplies, the protection and propagation of a balanced population of shelifish, fish, and
wildlife, and allow recreational activities, in and on the water. Fin'ally, the showing must
satisfy the regulatory authorities that the modification will not result in a discharge of
pollutants in quantities that may reasonably be anticipated to pose an unacceptable risk to
human health or the environment because of bioaccumulation, persistency in the
environment, acute toxicity, chronic toxicity or synergistic propensities (see 33 U.S.C. 1311
(2(2)(C)). Thus, in order to satisfy the 301(g) requirements, LADWP had to prove that our
discharges will be consistent with a balanced population of shellfish, fish, and wildlife and
not pose an unacceptable risk to the environment (see Attachment 1, Site Specific and
Effluent-Specific Analysis of Chlorine Impacts at LADWP Facilities). '

During the 1980s, LADWP satisfied these requirements for its three generating stations.
Using indigenous species of several fish, invertebrates and a plant approved by EPA, the
SWRCB, and the RWQCB, we performed both acute and chronic toxicity tests on sensitive
stages of the species for a full year. These tests showed that chlorine at the concentration
called for by our existing permit limits was not toxic to these species.




